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In many-body quantum systems, the quantum Fisher information an observer can obtain is suscep-
tible to decoherence. Consequently, the Heisenberg scaling in quantum enhanced metrology cannot
usually be achieved. We show, via two different approaches and under certain approximations, that
by applying periodic quantum error corrections, we can achieve the Heisenberg scaling both for
time (i.e. QFI  t?) and the number of atoms s (i.e. QFI o s?) for an extended period of time
on measurement of detuning frequency of the Tavis-Cummings model, where initially maximally
entangled two-level atoms interact with a single cavity mode.

INTRODUCTION

One of the fundamental topics in metrology is how
to improve the precision of measurements. Quantum
metrology, which has a growing number of applications
in modern physics [1-7], is not an exception. In quantum
metrology, quantum-related characteristics such as quan-
tum entanglement and quantum squeezing are utilized
to improve the precision of measurements [8-11], an en-
hancement that classical metrology does not enjoy. How-
ever, as any quantum system to be studied cannot be per-
fectly isolated from the environment, such enhancement
can be easily undermined by decoherence [12, 13]. More
explicitly, in many-atom systems, the Heisenberg scaling
says that the quantum Fisher information (QFI), a mea-
sure of precision in measurements, can scale as N? with
good quantum correlation between systems, but only as
N without correlation [9], where N is the number of sys-
tems. A similar law also applies in terms of time, which
means that the QFI scales as T? for systems with good
coherence but only as T for decoherent ones, where T' is
the time at measurement.
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FIG. 1: Three two-level atoms in a cavity with periodic

QECs.

Many attempts [14-17], thereby, have been made to
preserve the coherence of the system, so that the Heisen-
berg scaling can be achieved for a longer period of time
for the purpose of maximizing the QFI. Among them, the

idea of quantum error correction (QEC) [18-27] has been
increasingly popular in recent years, which can be very
useful when applied in quantum enhanced metrology [28].

In this paper, by making use of periodic QEC, we show
via two different approaches how the Heisenberg scaling
is achieved both for the time scaling (i.e. QFI o ¢?)
and the number of atoms s scaling (i.e. QFI oc s?),
for the measurement on the detuning frequency of the
Tavis-Cummings model. We first study the three-qubit
case and then discuss the generalization to the arbitrarily
many qubits case. The results are obtained under the ap-
proximation that the number of photons in the cavity is
sufficiently large, which makes the analytical calculation
of the evolution of the system simpler. We show that the
method works well in both cases where the photons are
in the Fock state and in the coherent state. While a large
number of photons in a Fock state is too ideal for a real
environement, the idea of such an approximation is that
if we treat photons, regardless of them being in the Fock
state or in the coherent state, as noise that undermines
the initial coherence of the atomic system, and then if the
QEC works well in a noisy environment, it is reasonable
to expect the QEC will work as well, if not better, in a
less noisy environment, such as in a vacuum.

FORMULATION OF THE PROBLEM

Let us first consider the Tavis-Cummings model [29-
31] for the three-atom case in the region where the
rotating-wave approximation works. Those two-level
atoms interacts with a single cavity mode, experimen-
tally realizable by superconducting cavity (Fig. 1), which
usually has a very high quality factor. The Hamiltonian
is given by
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where @ and a' are the annihilation and creation operator
for the cavity mode, &g O is the Pauli-z matrix of the i-th
atom, w, is the angular frequency of the field, and w,
is the atomic transition frequency The raising operator
&' and lowering operator U ) of the i-th atom is defined
as o(i) = U;(E) + w;(f).

To obtain the maximum QFI of the frequency, it is
sufficient to let the atoms initially be at maximally en-
tangled state (Greenberger-Horne-Zeilinger state) [1, 32]
¥ (0)) = \%(|OOO> + |111)). Here we consider the case

where the environment is initially in the Fock state |n)
(for the analysis for the coherent state, see Method II).
The density matrix of the whole system at time t = 0
can then be described as p(0) = ps(0) ® pr(0), where
ps(0) = [W(0) (¥(0)] and p(0) = |n) (n|, which at
time ¢ evolves to p(t) = U(t)p(0)UT(t), where U(t) =
exp(—iHt/h). Suppose we then make local measure-
ments on the atoms, meaning that all the information
we can possibly gain is contained in the partially traced
density matrix ps(t) = Trg(p(t)), which shall be used
to calculate the QFI F.. This can be done by utilizing
[33-35]
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where \; and |v;) are the eigenvalue and the eigenstate
of pg(t), respectively, and 7 (which in our case is the
detuning frequency), contained in pg(t), is the parame-
ter to be measured. The QFI obtained directly through
this way, i.e. without any QEC, achieves the Heisenberg
scaling only at the time very shortly after the system be-
gins to evolve, when the decoherence has not yet done
much to the system. As time elapses, the atoms start to
lose coherence quickly as they become entangled with the
cavity, which is manifested in our cases as bit-flipping as
can be seen in pg(t). This effect will lower the maximum
QFL

The idea then is, to apply a QEC that un-flips wrongly
flipped qubits, at a short time e after the systems begin
to evolve when the coherence of the system is still mostly
preserved. Note that we assume the QEC happens fast
enough such that at most one qubit is wrongly flipped.
The corrected system then begins to evolve and lose co-
herence again and we must reapply the QEC, e.g. at the
fixed time interval e. This should save the system from
decoherence for an extended period of time until remedies
eventually fail. It is naturally expected that the shorter
the time interval e is, the better the result is, as less co-
herence is lost every round. This means that in principle
the coherence can be preserved well for a long time T as
long as the time interval € is small enough.

APPROXIMATE SOLUTION — METHOD I

Derivation

While the appealing idea above is not complicated,
computing it for many-atom cases is non-trivial, espe-
cially if the number of atoms s becomes large. The rea-
son is that the dimension of the Hilbert space grows by
2%, which along with the noncommutativity between a
and a' makes its diagonlization difficult.

To get around this, we take the approximation n > s
such that

(@) |n+i) = /(n+i)!/n! |n) ~ Vni|n) 3)
(@) |n) = /(n+i)!/n!|n +i) ~ Vni|n+1),

where ¢ = 1,2,---,s. This approximation essentially
says that ([a,af]|n))/((n|afa|n)) ~ 0 for large enough
number states |n); i.e. the noncommutativity between a
and a' affects very little on the eigenvalues when n > s.
To begin with the three-atom case, initially p(0) is given
by p11 = p1s = ps1 = pss = 1/2pk(0) and all other en-
tries are zero. After the state evolves for a certain time,
we then apply the QEC map
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where X; is the Pauli-X gate acting on the i-th qubit. It
is straightforward to show that no matter what the ex-
plicit expression of p(t) is, with QEC applied, the resul-
tant density matrix Ecorr (p(t)) contains up to four non-
zero terms, which reside at the four corners of the density
matrix. The resultant matrix can then be transformed
into a block-diagonal one, where only the 4 x 4 block
matrix at the lower right is nonzero:

04x4
p11 Pbis
. 6
O2x2 (6)
P81 Pss

P11 Ppis
Osx6 —

Ds1 Pss

The 4 x 4 submatrix has bases |—3) ,|—3).,|3),, and

’%>a, where ), denotes there are (i+ 3) atoms in excita-
tion. This collective-spin treatment neglects the detailed
configuration of the atoms, but instead consider only the
number of atoms being excited, which helps to switch
the dimension of the Hilbert space of the atoms from 23



to 4. The original Hamiltonian can be correspondingly
rewritten as

- ata 4+ 22 Oz ; ot
H—hwc<aa—|— 2>—|—h52 + 5 (LLSJr—i-aS,)

P Hip

7
where 6 = w, — w, is the detuning frequency, and S’Q(:)
23:1 &) where a € {z,+, —}. Note that the dimension
of S, is 4, the same as the 4 x 4 sub-matrix we introduced
above. Since [Hi, Hrr) = 0, we have U(t) = Ur(t)Un(2).
Then at time t = ¢,

ple) = Un()Ut(e)p(0)U{ (e) U (e) (8)

The Uri(e) can be computed as an ordinary matrix ex-
ponential as we have considered the approximation case
where n > 3 such that [a,a'] = 0 [Eq.(3)]. Tracing
over the environment by pg(e) =", (m| p(e) |m), where
{|m)} is the basis in the Fock space, the only non-zero
entries are given by

ps11(€) = psaale) = x*(€) + (1 — x(e)),

Psa2(€) = pssz(e) = 3X2(€)(1 —x(€)) +3x(e)(1 — X(E))2

ps14(€) = pgy(e) = pra(e)e’ee

where
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Note how the diagonal terms are “symmetric”, which
means if we apply QEC before tracing over the environ-

ment and then do the tracing over part, the result should
be

Ps(e) =D (ml Ecorr (p(e)) |m) (12)

m

of which the only non-zero entries are

Pna(©) = 3¢ 3 ] (Un())p (O (U (E))as Im)

(13)
Psar(€) = Plsya(e) and plyyy(€) = plgyy(€) = 1/2. Note
that in Eq. (13) terms that did not survive after par-
tial tracing have been omitted. The prime on p(€) de-
notes that the QEC has been applied. Notice the simi-
larity between p's(€) and pg(0); the only difference is the

off-diagonal corner entries p14 and py41, the evolution of
which indicates the loss of coherence despite QEC.

The corrected density matrix p’(e) continues to evolve
according to the same time evolution operator such that
at time t = ne, when 7 times of QECs have been applied
for a fixed time interval e, the density matrix becomes
p's(ne), where the nonzero entries are

psian) = 27 S ] (Un() o (O) (U () Im).

m
(14)
psi(ne) = psha'(ne) and psiy(ne) = pshu(ne) = 1/2.
More generally, at time ¢ = ne 4+ 7, the nonzero entries of
the density matrix ply(ne + 7) are

1.
psiane+7) = 5(313(“’0’76”)

<Y | Unn(r)11(Unn (€)1 p(0) (U (€)) 2y (U (7)) aa [ m)

(15)
psiy(ne +7) = psiy” (ne + 1) and psj;(ne +7) = psy(e)
for i € {1,2,3,4}. Tt is then straightforward to calculate
QFT according to Eq. (2).

It has to be noted that, in the above discussions and
following numerical simulations, we assume that the cav-
ity remains at |n) even if multiple QECs have been ap-
plied. This is not exactly the case but should be a good
approximation as long as n is large enough and ¢ is not
too large.

Results

Figure 2 shows the approximation results for § mea-
surement and Fig. 3 shows the results from numerical
simulation for comparison purposes. To summarize, the
QECs significantly improve the QFI gained, confirmed in
both the numerical and the analytical cases.

In general, the shorter the period e of QECs is, the
better the effect is. If we define the error rate as the rate
that at least one error occurs, £(e) = (1—4p11(€))/e, then
for the s-atoms case and under the limit € — 0 we obtain

S

e(e) 4(n+ Q%+ O(e?), (16)

which means the error rate decreases linearly as € de-
creases. We see this more evidently in Fig.4(a) and
Fig.4(b). It is worth noting that in a noisy environ-
ment where n is large, the correcting period € has to be
shortened accordingly for € oc ne to remain constant.

Discussion On the Generalized cases

If we have s atoms where s > 3, the dimension of the
Hilbert space will be 2%, which can be reduced to s+ 1 by
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the same aforementioned method. The corresponding s-
qubit QEC is made such that any wrongly flipped qubits
shall be unflipped according to the majority rule, assum-
ing that the QEC is fast enough so that less than half of
the qubits are wrongly flipped. At time ¢ = ne, there are
only up to four non-zero entries in pls(ne), just as in the
three-qubit case, which means that the only new terms
we need to calculate are psy () and psi ) - At time
t = ne + 7, the general expression of pls(ne + 7) for the
s-atom case can be speculated:

1 2
§[|U11| + |Ui,(s+1)|2]

(.7 ) e -

FIXOPTH L =X (Y e {2, s+ 1)
(17)
where p;; = [pls(ne+ 7)]ii and u;; = (Un(7))i;. All other
entries are zeros except py (s41) and p(sy1),1- The re-
sults can be derived from calculations similar to those in
Eq. (8) and (9), where the main difficulty lies in calculat-

Pii

ing Upi(e), even with the large n approximation applied.
The above speculated formula is verified for s = 2,3 and
4 cases.

APPROXIMATE SOLUTION — METHOD II

Derivation

In the second method, we still consider the approxi-
mation n > s such that @ and a' can be treated as c-
numbers a and a*, instead of operators for the moment;
they will be restored to operators later. If we consider
the s-atom case where s is odd, then the original Hamil-
tonian [Eq. (1)] becomes

| ; i i
H = Z 3 (waogz) + Qaai) + Qa*o(,)) + weaa®. (18)

For each i, we have the eigenvalues FL = nw, + %A
where A = /nQ2 + w? and n = |a|?, and the eigenstates



|Wy) = col0)+ec1]l) and |[W_) = —cf|0)+c§|1) where ¢p =
b/\/IbI?+1, c1 = co/b, and b = (A — w,)/(Qa*). The
eigenstates can be rearranged such that |0) = ¢f |¥y) —
c1|P_) and |1) = ¢ |[¥4) + ¢o|P_) which after time e,
becomes

(19)

where x;(e) are some functions that are easily solvable.
If the initial state of the atoms is given by [¢g) =
%(|O>®” + [1)®™), then at time € it becomes

71
[e) =D | = (@i (@57 (e) + 2h()zi (o))
k=0 [\/5 (20)
ZP (|O>®k|1>®sfk) ,

where P sums over all permutations on the s atoms.
We then apply QECs to unflip all wrongly flipped
qubits according to the majority voting rule, p(e) RaiY

2ok QkP(E)QL, where

Oy =P (|O>®s <O|®k <1|®(s—k) 1)@ <O|®(s—k) <1|®k)
(21)
forall k =0,1,2,---,(s— 1)/2. After one run of QEC,
the density matrix at time e becomes

o= 3 (){[55 0+ a0

__s+1
k=241

1 S
+ﬁ (z0(s — k,€) + 21(s — k,€)) [1)® ] HC}

-y

__s+1
k_2

() itk it

where zo(k,t) = ak(€)z5™(e), a1(k,) = wh(as (o)
and

- B z0(k,€) z1(k, €)
A(k}, 6) B (20(3 — k, 6) 21(; — k’, 6)> ’ (23)

which is written under the basis {{0)®*, |1)®°}.

We notice that A(k,€)poAT(k,€) can be written as a
sum of A(k,e)o,At(k,€) where a € {I,z,y,2} (we de-
note oy = 1),

Qu

(24)

[e3

Ak, t) oo AT (k,t) == ( o ZO‘ ) = Uy -
such that

Ak, e)pAl(k,e) =1/2 (1, =, y, 2) V(k, )7,  (25)
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Here aq, by, and ¢, are some terms that can be easily cal-
culated. By Eq. (22), the corrected density matrix can
then be written as p/(e) = 1/2(1, =, y, z)V(€)d, where
V(e) = 24— (s11)/2 V(k,€). The benefit of the above ap-
proach is that to know the density matrix after n number
of QECs, we only need to raise the power of V() to n,
which is very handy:

p(ne) =1/2(1, =, y, 2)V"(e)G. (27)

It is worth noting that V(e) is always a 4 x 4 matrix, no
matter how many atoms we have. For the three-atom
case, V(€) turns out to be a block matrix V(e) = 11x1 ®
V3«3 with the analytic expressions of each entry explicitly
obtainable, but too cumbersome to be shown here.

After obtaining p’(ne), the c-numbers a, a*, and n can
be restored to operators. We can then calculate piy(ne) =
> (m] p'(ne) [m). It would be the best if we choose the
the cavity to be initially at the coherent state |a) such
that ala) = ala) where |al? equals the mean number
of photons. In this case, the c-numbers a and a* can be
replaced to y/n throughout the calculation, if considering
the n >> s approximation such that a' |a) ~ a* |a) .

Results

Figures 4(a) and 4(b) show QFI with different QEC
frequencies, using the results from the second method.
Smaller € indicates more frequent QECs, which gives high
QFT even in a prolonged time. Figure 4(c) showes that
the Heisenberg scaling applies not only to the time t,
but also the number of atoms s, i.e. Fs(s) o s2. Note
that different from Figs. 2 and 3, we assume the cavity
is initially in the coherent state |a), instead of the Fock

state |n).

CONCLUSION

By using two different approaches, we show that by
applying periodic QECs, we can achieve the Heisenberg
scaling for an extended period of time on a three-qubit
Tavis-Cummings model, where three two-level atoms in-
teract with a single cavity mode, under the many photon
approximation. Moreover, we show that the higher the
frequency of the QEC, the longer the QFI can be kept
at Heisenberg scaling, because the error rate decreases as
the correcting frequency increases (Eq. 16). Such Heisen-
berg scaling not only applies to the time ¢ (i.e. QFI



......... €=0.01
800
------ €=0.005
4
600F = = €=0.0025

Heisenberg Scaling

Log4o[QFI]

O Analytical results AAM
A Heisenberg scaling o
o2
2
o
4}
2
— — = -3

€=0.5x10 ©
Heisenberg Scaling 1000} &
6 T 5 10 20

Number of atoms

FIG. 4: Panels (a) and (b) show the QFI with different QEC frequencies. The more frequent (smaller ¢) the QEC is, the
better the QFT approaching to the Heisenberg scaling limit Fs(t) = 9¢> is (red curve). Panel (c) shows the QFT under

different number of atoms, at € = 0.005 and ¢ = 10. Note that different from Fig. 2 and 3, € here is dimensional and has the
same dimension as ¢. In all figures we take w. = 2.5,w, = 0.5,n = 100, = 2 and pg = |a) («| (coherent state) for plotting

purposes.

o t?), but also applies to the number of atoms s (i.e.
QFI o s?)[Fig. 4(c)].

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS.

We are grateful to Jing Yang for useful discussions.
This research has been supported by the US Army
Research Office under Grant No. WO911NF-18-10178
and the National Natural Science Foundation of China
(NSFC) under Grant No. 12075323.

* Thu9@ur.rochester.edu

[1] V. Giovannetti, S. Lloyd, and L. Maccone, “Quan-
tum metrology,” Physical review letters, vol. 96, no. 1,
p- 010401, 2006.

[2] V. Giovannetti, S. Lloyd, and L. Maccone, “Advances
in quantum metrology,” Nature photonics, vol. 5, no. 4,
pp- 222-229, 2011.

[3] R. Schnabel, N. Mavalvala, D. E. McClelland, and P. K.
Lam, “Quantum metrology for gravitational wave astron-
omy,” Nature communications, vol. 1, no. 1, pp. 1-10,
2010.

[4] M. A. Taylor and W. P. Bowen, “Quantum metrology
and its application in biology,” Physics Reports, vol. 615,
pp. 1-59, 2016.

[5] S. P. Nolan and S. A. Haine, “Quantum fisher informa-
tion as a predictor of decoherence in the preparation of
spin-cat states for quantum metrology,” Physical Review
A, vol. 95, no. 4, p. 043642, 2017.

[6] A. Valencia, G. Scarcelli, and Y. Shih, “Distant clock
synchronization using entangled photon pairs,” Applied
Physics Letters, vol. 85, no. 13, pp. 26552657, 2004.

[7] F. Albarelli, M. Barbieri, M. G. Genoni, and I. Gianani,
“A perspective on multiparameter quantum metrology:
From theoretical tools to applications in quantum imag-
ing,” Physics Letters A, vol. 384, no. 12, p. 126311, 2020.

[8] A. N. Jordan, “Time dependent metrology: improving
precision through coherent control,” in Advances in Pho-
tonics of Quantum Computing, Memory, and Communi-

cation XII, vol. 10933, p. 1093306, International Society
for Optics and Photonics, 2019.

[9] V. Giovannetti, S. Lloyd, and L. Maccone, “Quantum-
enhanced measurements: beating the standard quantum
limit,” Science, vol. 306, no. 5700, pp. 1330-1336, 2004.

[10] S. F. Huelga, C. Macchiavello, T. Pellizzari, A. K. Ekert,
M. B. Plenio, and J. I. Cirac, “Improvement of frequency
standards with quantum entanglement,” Physical Review
Letters, vol. 79, no. 20, p. 3865, 1997.

[11] M. Holland and K. Burnett, “Interferometric detection
of optical phase shifts at the heisenberg limit,” Physical
review letters, vol. 71, no. 9, p. 1355, 1993.

[12] A. Shaji and C. M. Caves, “Qubit metrology and deco-
herence,” Physical Review A, vol. 76, no. 3, p. 032111,
2007.

[13] S. Alipour, M. Mehboudi, and A. Rezakhani, “Quan-
tum metrology in open systems: dissipative cramér-
rao bound,” Physical review letters, vol. 112, no. 12,
p- 120405, 2014.

[14] S. Pang and A. N. Jordan, “Optimal adaptive control for
quantum metrology with time-dependent hamiltonians,”
Nature communications, vol. 8, no. 1, pp. 1-9, 2017.

[15] S. Zhou, M. Zhang, J. Preskill, and L. Jiang, “Achieving
the heisenberg limit in quantum metrology using quan-
tum error correction,” Nature communications, vol. 9,
no. 1, pp. 1-11, 2018.

[16] Y. Chen, H. Chen, J. Liu, Z. Miao, and H. Yuan,
“Fluctuation-enhanced quantum metrology,” arXiv
preprint arXiv:2003.13010, 2020.

[17] R. Demkowicz-Dobrzariski and L. Maccone, “Using en-
tanglement against noise in quantum metrology,” Physi-
cal review letters, vol. 113, no. 25, p. 250801, 2014.

[18] P. W. Shor, “Scheme for reducing decoherence in quan-
tum computer memory,” Physical review A, vol. 52, no. 4,
p- R2493, 1995.

[19] J. Preskill, “Reliable quantum computers,” Proceedings
of the Royal Society of London. Series A: Mathematical,
Physical and Engineering Sciences, vol. 454, no. 1969,
pp- 385-410, 1998.

[20] A.Y. Kitaev, “Quantum computations: algorithms and
error correction,” Russian Mathematical Surveys, vol. 52,
no. 6, p. 1191, 1997.

[21] E. Knill, R. Laflamme, and W. H. Zurek, “Resilient quan-
tum computation,” Science, vol. 279, no. 5349, pp. 342—


mailto:lhu9@ur.rochester.edu

345, 1998.

D. Gottesman, “Theory of fault-tolerant quantum com-
putation,” Physical Review A, vol. 57, no. 1, p. 127, 1998.
D. Gottesman, “An introduction to quantum error cor-
rection and fault-tolerant quantum computation,” in
Quantum information science and its contributions to
mathematics, Proceedings of Symposia in Applied Math-
ematics, vol. 68, pp. 13-58, 2010.

E. M. Kessler, I. Lovchinsky, A. O. Sushkov, and M. D.
Lukin, “Quantum error correction for metrology,” Phys-
ical review letters, vol. 112, no. 15, p. 150802, 2014.

G. Arrad, Y. Vinkler, D. Aharonov, and A. Retzker, “In-
creasing sensing resolution with error correction,” Phys-
ical review letters, vol. 112, no. 15, p. 150801, 2014.

R. Ozeri, “Heisenberg limited metrology using quantum
error-correction codes,” arXiv preprint arXiv:1310.3432,
2013.

X.-M. Lu, S. Yu, and C. Oh, “Robust quantum metrolog-
ical schemes based on protection of quantum fisher infor-
mation,” Nature communications, vol. 6, no. 1, pp. 1-7,
2015.

W. Diir, M. Skotiniotis, F. Froewis, and B. Kraus, “Im-
proved quantum metrology using quantum error correc-
tion,” Physical Review Letters, vol. 112, no. 8, p. 080801,
2014.

29]

(30]

(31]

(32]

33]

M. Tavis and F. W. Cummings, “Exact solution for an n-
molecule—radiation-field hamiltonian,” Physical Review,
vol. 170, no. 2, p. 379, 1968.

M. Tavis and F. W. Cummings, “Approximate solutions
for an n-molecule-radiation-field hamiltonian,” Physical
Review, vol. 188, no. 2, p. 692, 1969.

S. Agarwal, S. H. Rafsanjani, and J. Eberly, “Tavis-
cummings model beyond the rotating wave approxi-
mation: Quasidegenerate qubits,” Physical Review A,
vol. 85, no. 4, p. 043815, 2012.

D. M. Greenberger, M. A. Horne, and A. Zeilinger, “Go-
ing beyond bell’s theorem,” in Bell’s theorem, quan-
tum theory and conceptions of the universe, pp. 69-72,
Springer, 1989.

S. Knysh, V. N. Smelyanskiy, and G. A. Durkin, “Scal-
ing laws for precision in quantum interferometry and the
bifurcation landscape of the optimal state,” Physical Re-
view A, vol. 83, no. 2, p. 021804, 2011.

J. Liu, X. Jing, X. Wang, et al., “Phase-matching con-
dition for enhancement of phase sensitivity in quantum
metrology,” Physical Review A, vol. 88, no. 4, p. 042316,
2013.

J. Liu, H. Yuan, X.-M. Lu, and X. Wang, “Quantum
fisher information matrix and multiparameter estima-
tion,” Journal of Physics A: Mathematical and Theoret-
ical, vol. 53, no. 2, p. 023001, 2019.



